This article examines the implications for planning practice of the emergence of gay men, lesbians, and related nonconformist groups. Since the mid 1970s, there has been a growing and methodologically sophisticated analysis of this increasingly visible population published in the areas of urban studies, urban sociology, geography, and planning. Very few researchers in these fields specialize exclusively in the study of gay, lesbian, or queer populations. However, many researchers have been drawn to work on this issue through more general interests in such issues as gender, gentrification, social movements, social stigma, local politics, travel and tourism, leisure, public space, social services, and community formation.
This article examines the implications for planning practice of the emergence of gay men, lesbians, and related nonconformist groups. Since the mid 1970s, there has been a growing and methodologically sophisticated analysis of this increasingly visible population published in the areas of urban studies, urban sociology, geography, and planning. Very few researchers in these fields specialize exclusively in the study of gay, lesbian, or queer populations. However, many researchers have been drawn to work on this issue through more general interests in such issues as gender, gentrification, social movements, social stigma, local politics, travel and tourism, leisure, public space, social services, and community formation.
A significant body of this work has been concerned chiefly with describing and analyzing the population in sociological or geographical terms. Theoretical writing has also been published around the issue of sexuality and space, but much of this work stems from the literary tradition or from political activism and is personal, anecdotal, or polemical. Although important, it can seem very far from the practice of planning.
1 However, an increasing amount of research and writing is much more clearly oriented toward concrete urban and regional concerns of the type that interest planning practitioners. Cities and towns around the United States, and in several other countries, have also been developing strategies that are sensitive to these population groups-for example, Chicago's gay-themed North Halsted Street streetscape design (Pasternak 1997) . Gay and lesbian organizations-from business groups to event organizers-also interact with planners. This article aims to make this significant body of research, writing, and practice more accessible to planners. It demonstrates the diversity of the population and the broad range of connections between the gay, lesbian, and queer population and traditional planning issues such as neighborhood formation, economic development, zoning, and housing markets. The article's focus is on the situation in the United States, but it also draws on significant research and practice from all other inhabited continents (except Africa). Although there are certainly many gaps in this literature and practice, it is currently extensive.
The article first briefly outlines a history of the growth of U.S. gay and lesbian populations, focusing particularly on their characteristics relevant to planning. It is a heterogeneous population with estimates of at least 10 million people in the United States, equivalent to the population of Asian and Pacific Islanders in the United States in the mid 1990s.
2 Although white, male owners of beautifully decorated houses are a very visible part of the population, recent census and survey data indicate a more economically and ethnically diverse group. Women in particular are likely to have low incomes.
The remainder of the article reviews literature and practice in five areas that have attracted particular attention in planning and urban and regional studies: residential enclaves and neighborhoods, zoning and housing, business development including tourism, historic preservation, and public space. The extent of these intersections demonstrates the core theme of this article that although the population has been marginalized in the past, both by the wider society and within planning, its concerns and needs are not marginal to contemporary planning practice. Even when one takes a fairly narrow view of planning practice-as work conducted in mainstream government and nonprofit organizations-the intersections are significant. (For those who see planning as a generic human activity, there are obviously more intersections as every person and organization plans. However, a purpose of this article is to show the connections between gays, lesbians, and queers, and traditional planning issues.)
Within these planning areas, the literature on enclaves and neighborhoods is most developed and indicates that gay men, and in a different and more complicated way lesbians, have had a significant role in revitalizing urban neighborhoods in North America (and to some extent Europe and Australia).
3 Attention has also recently focused on those not living in "gay ghettos." Although in the past these more dispersed groups have suffered from isolation, planners in suburban and exurban areas will increasingly interact with "out" populations.
The population still suffers from some forms of discrimination in housing markets and residential zoningfor example in the United States being legally excluded from zones allowing only related individuals to live together. On the other hand, planners have also been active in counteracting NIMBY (not in my back yard) responses to projects such as group homes for people with HIV and AIDS. Of concern is the situation that gay and lesbian youth unable to live with their families make up a significant proportion of the young homeless, highlighting the housing difficulties caused by discrimination within the family.
Work in economic development planning has not dealt much with the business and tourism patterns of the population, but this has been of great interest to marketers and the popular press. This popular and marketing literature has focused on the more affluent parts of the population. Planners could add a much needed concern with such issues as business opportunities and those who are not as wealthy. In addition, the increasing number of cities marketing to gay, lesbian, and queer populations means that models for economic development and tourism strategies can be aimed at groups concerned about the potential for discrimination.
Like many marginalized groups, the history of gay men, lesbians, and related nonconformist groups has not been prominent in historic preservation efforts. However, as buildings and sites from the 1950s begin to become eligible for listing in the U.S. National Register and related state and local lists, planners can play a role in preserving the early history of the contemporary gay and lesbian movements. Other sites that are already listed can be reinterpreted in light of gay, lesbian, and queer history as part of a wider move by planners to be more inclusive in preservation efforts.
Finally, in the area of public space, although harassment incidents and protests have received the most press attention, the issue of displays of same-sex public affection-such as handholding-raises key planning questions about safety in public spaces. More controversial is the issue of public erotic behavior.
The article is based on three sources of information. Academic and professional literature was supplemented with accounts from major gay and mainstream press, as well as a limited number of primary sources such as original reports and organizations' promotional materials. The press and primary sources were used to fill in the many gaps that still exist in the literature. Given the rapid increase in visibility of the populations in the 1990s-due to increasing openness and activism of the population that has been reflected in press coverage-these sources have the advantage of reporting on current developments much more quickly than do academic journals. However, the article does not draw much from more inaccessible literature such as privately circulated conference papers.
Finally, this article requires a note on language and politics. The use of the terms gay men and lesbians is often associated with a particular stance that sees gay and lesbian identity as relatively fixed (see Smith and Windes 1999) . A broader and in some ways more inclusive category, queer, is frequently used by a younger generation more influenced by the flexibility of gender categories. Queer theory argues that although gender identity is both crystallized and lived as immutable, it can be seen to have changed tremendously in the past century and to be relatively flexible within one's own life. Drawing on the work of theorists such as Foucault (1978) and Butler (1990) , these writers point out that identities are created by performance-so a very "womanly" person is doing a particular kind of gender performance very well (Butler)-or by language and discourse (Foucault) . 4 People living as queer can be unsettling to gay, lesbian, and heterosexual people who regard sexuality as fixed or natural. In addition, other groups claim separate attention including bisexuals and transsexual and transgendered persons (the latter two groups identified as having a gender different than that ascribed at birth). These people have complicated relationships with gays and lesbians and have not always been welcomed in gay and lesbian organizations. They have also received less attention in writing relating to spatial issues, and are often folded into the other groups or included as "queer" (at least in shorthand). This has led to many acronyms: GLB, GLBQ,
LGBT, GLBQT, and so on (see also Spain forthcoming).
This article does not take a position in these debates and uses the terms gay men and lesbians, or queer, in a relatively interchangeable and inclusive way, reflecting usage in the particular cases and research under discussion. Many people actually use different terms to describe themselves in different situations, so the division between "gay men and lesbians," or "queers," is not as rigid as it can sometimes seem in academic debates. From time to time the article uses the term gay rather than the specific terms gay men, lesbians, queers, and so on to indicate the population as a whole, although this practice is not agreed upon by all. The article also calls the various groups as a whole the "population," although I am fully aware that it is composed of a large number of subgroups.
In political actions around gay, lesbian, and queer issues in the public domain, Forest (1995) pointed out there have been two basic approaches-a more confrontational group that he labeled "liberationist" and a more "assimilationist tradition that tries to work within existing political structures" (pp. 137-38). These positions cut across the queer/gay and lesbian divide; although queers can be seen as more radical, it is often at a personal level and not at a public level. From time to time planners will face such situations as the "kiss-ins" of Queer Nation in the early 1990s. However, the organizations with which planners will probably have the longest term interactions are likely to be assimilationist. The incorporation of West Hollywood, Forest argued, is part of the assimilationist tradition, for example. Groups such as gay and lesbian business organizations, those using government funds to develop housing for HIV-positive persons, or the new American Planning Association division GALIP (Gays and Lesbians in Planning) have all chosen to work within existing structures. The Halsted Street streetscape in Chicagodiscussed below-assimilates a gay 5 area into a larger landscape of diverse neighborhoods supported by local government, presumably for reasons of local politics and economic development. The work reviewed in this article and dealing directly with queer issues mainly takes this assimilationist approach. It is also the main approach of planning itself as a social movement or an approach to social change; even those in the progressive tradition often work inside government, in quasigovernment organizations, or create parallel institutions that interact with governments, to achieve social reform or social transformation.
THE POPULATION
There is much debate about the emergence of a distinctively gay and lesbian population in the United States and elsewhere. Some researchers claim a long tradition, going back for millennia, and others locate the emergence of the contemporary form of the population only at the end of the nineteenth century or even into the twentieth century (LeVay and Nonas 1995). Those using earlier dates tend to focus on behavior patterns; those using later dates focus on contemporary concepts of identity.
6
Although current population estimates are difficult to make, Kahan and Mulryan (1995, 42) , writing for American Demographics, cited a range of recent estimates of total population size, all in the range of 4 to 6 percent of the adult population in the United States and generally estimating a larger number of men than women. Such estimates are based on self-identification (for the lower end of the range) or behavioral indicators such as magazine subscriptions and donations to organizations (at the upper end of the range). In numerical terms, this adds up to around 10 million people in the United States (Kahan and Mulryan 1995, 42). 7 Of course, this is not a homogeneous population. It is divided by income, ethnicity, location, family status, religion, and a number of more subtle political differences. Marketing studies have been very interested in the buying power of gays and lesbians and have tended to find that the group is young, urban, and travel oriented, and has a relatively high average income. These studies have been based on surveys of people in locations such as "gay and lesbian bars, gay pride parades, and other gay-identified events" or of readers of gay magazines (see Philipp 1999, 70) . However, more recent research has pointed out that the samples used in these studies are unlikely to be representative of the population as a whole. Although there are no complete sources of data on the gay and lesbian population, researchers have been working with larger and more representative databases for a more comprehensive understanding of the group.
For example, in 1990 the U.S. census asked a question about unmarried partner couples and in doing so received replies from a fairly large number of same-sex unmarried partner couples-9.2 percent of all unmarried partner couples reporting to the census were of the same sex (Keen and Stoesen 1994) . Although biased in a number of ways (e.g., because one member of the couple had to be person number one on the census form, the census only measured couples and presumably underreported even this group), it nevertheless represents an important national data set. The 2000 census will allow comparison but will not be released for some time. Klawitter and Flatt (1998) used these data to examine incomes of gay and lesbian persons, in particular whether metropolitan areas with antidiscrimination policies showed higher incomes for this group after controlling for other variables. This study, based on PUMS 5 percent sample data, had two findings related to overall incomes of this population. First, the areas with antidiscrimination policies did not have different incomes for same-sex couples, although these couples tended to live in higher earning centers and so had relatively higher incomes like everyone else in those centers. The authors proposed that "antidiscrimination policies may be more important both for a small number of individuals and as symbols of full citizenship and legitimacy for gays and lesbians" (p. 658).
In addition, and in contrast to the perception of affluent gays, Klawitter and Flatt (1998, 674-75) found that married men earned significantly more than unmarried men in both same-sex and different-sex couples, on the order of 26 to 32 percent. At the household level, male-male couples' household incomes were basically the same as married couples' incomes even with two male incomes (varying within 1 or 2 percentage points depending on different kinds of employment protection in place). Although women in both same-sex and different-sex unmarried partner couples earned more than married women-with the same-sex couple members earning 17 to 21 percent more and the different-sex couple members earning 8 to 4 percent more-in both cases this was explained by these unmarried women working more hours. However, at the household level, female-only couples were the worst off, earning 18 to 19 percent less than married-couple families because they lacked a high-earning married man. Different-sex unmarried partner couples earned 11 to 16 percent less than married couples. That is, the census data indicate that married couples were as affluent as gay male couples and much more affluent than lesbian couples when controlling for location. This was the case even though married women worked less than lesbians and were more poorly educated, and even though male same-sex couples comprised two male earners. These findings were similar to those of Badgett (1995) , who used econometric analyses of the General Social Survey from the National Opinion Research Center at the University of Chicago. From 1989 onward, the survey has collected data on sexual behavior as well as income, occupation, and employment. Using these data, one has the advantage of examining a wider range of people than the census unmarried partner couples, but even pooling data from 1989, 1990, and 1991 , the survey produced a sample of only 4,426 complete responses, of whom 1,680 were employed full-time and 4.8 percent had had same-sex partners in adult life. Badgett controlled for current full-time work, experience, education, occupation, marital status, and region and found gay and bisexual men earning 11 to 27 percent less than heterosexual working men. Lesbians and bisexual women earned slightly less than heterosexual women, but in an inconsistent pattern when controlling for all factors. However, as they tended to be disproportionately in lower income occupations, their actual incomes were in fact very low but in line with others in those low-income occupations (Badgett 1995, 736, 737) .
Overall, the popular perception of affluent gays and lesbians has not been borne out by the most systematic research to date. Some readers have commented that the equivalence of gay male and heterosexual married-couple incomes may hide differences in disposable income due to the presence or absence of children. However, not all married couples have children, children's expense to the household varies greatly and is of a limited duration, and there are a number of economic benefits provided by children (from tax deductions to help in old age). Gay men and (particularly) lesbians also do have children. Although certainly this is an issue, married couples are not necessarily uniformly at a disadvantage because of the costs of having children.
There has also been some reporting of data on ethnicity. Of same-sex couples in the census, Keen and Stoesen (1994) reported that 11 percent were African American (compared with 12.1 percent of the population as a whole) and 3 percent were Asian or American Indian (compared with 3.7 percent nationwide). It should be noted that the race of the couple was taken as the race of person number one on the census form, hiding mixed-race couples. Although the Hispanic category is not a "race" category, in the twenty largest U.S. cities, 10.5 percent of same-sex unmarried partner couples were Hispanic, compared with 8.8 percent in the general national population. Although whites generally dominated the same-sex partner census population, in Detroit 65.4 percent of census same-sex unmarried partner couples were African Americans compared with 75 percent of all unmarried partner couples.
Of same-sex couples in the census, nationally 69 percent were male, but of African Americans 61 percent were female. Because so little work has been done on ethnicity, further research will be needed to determine whether this is an ethnic difference in the proportion of males and females or a difference in the propensity to form couples, or whether it reflects ethnic and gender differences in reporting in the census.
Overall, this highlights the situation that although affluent gay men may be the most obvious in popular culture because of their buying power, the population as a whole is diverse, with some major sex differences in terms of incomes and the possibility of ethnic differences in male/female distribution (or at least reporting). These income and ethnicity data, although limited in many ways, reveal that the population is more complex and less affluent than previously thought.
However, the visibility of more wealthy sections of the population may have suppressed interest among planners, with planners interested in social issues uncertain about whether the population deserves their attention given their apparent affluence. In contrast, those interested in business development and tourism, who are usually seen as conservative, may view the group more positively in economic terms (even if this is to some extent an inaccurate perception) but may have moral concerns. The overall result has been a lack of planning attention and even a perception that the concerns of gay men, lesbians, and queers are marginal to the core concerns of planning (whether in its more mainstream or activist dimensions). The remainder of the article examines recent work that in fact makes the connection to the core of planning.
RESIDENTIAL ENCLAVES AND NEIGHBORHOODS
In planning practice, neighborhoods are often seen as a basic building block of urban areas, and much attention has been paid to neighborhood growth, revitalization, and stability. In the United States, neighborhood change has been the issue that has been most prominent in writing about the intersections between planning and gay, lesbian, and queer populations, although suburbanization is currently attracting attention. In fact, it is the only part of the literature that has developed over a number of decades-with studies being replicated in a way that develops a cumulative knowledge base (e.g., Castells 1983; partially replicated by Adler and Brenner 1992; Forsyth 1997a Forsyth , 1997b . With a few isolated exceptions, all the other areas dealt with in this article have only made it onto the practice and academic radar screen in the 1990s, so the work is more exploratory.
Historically, there were some relatively public gay neighborhoods or service concentrations in the early twentieth century in places such as Greenwich Village and Harlem in New York (Chauncey 1994) . However, significant residential neighborhoods, concentrations of stores and services, and ongoing public events have only really emerged since the 1950s, with gay male neighborhoods becoming obvious in many major North American cities in the 1970s.
The first significant body of work concerning gays and space was focused on these neighborhoods, their commercial areas, and some more scattered "gay places" such as gay bars (Castells 1983; Kenney 1998; Weightman 1980 Weightman , 1981 . 8 Harry's 1974 article "Urbanization and the Gay Life" used directories of gay male and lesbian bars to correlate bar clientele with city size for more than two thousand bars in the United States. This article was an early attempt to bridge earlier work on the sociology of sexual deviance to a new interest in the social practices of the emerging gay and lesbian social movements.
Work closer to the core of urban geography and urban sociology followed in the late 1970s. In 1978, Lyod and Rowntree, studying radical feminists as well as gay men, argued that the populations were generally dispersed but did point to some gay male neighborhoods in San Francisco. Ettorre (1978) published an analysis of a "lesbian feminist ghetto" in London composed of a group of 50 women squatting in a row of semidetached houses in Lambeth. This housing cluster existed over a six-year period from 1971 to 1978, after which most of the buildings were demolished.
9 The residential group formed a core for a wider group of 150 nonresident feminists.
One year later, Wolf (1979, 98) argued that although lesbians were spread across San Francisco, they tended to concentrate in specific, low-income, inner neighborhoods. Levine (1979) published a study that used gay business directories to create dot maps of gay ghettos, mostly male, in Boston, New York, Chicago, San Francisco, and Los Angeles. Murray (1979) published related research on Toronto's gay male population, arguing that it formed a community in a very strict sociological sense. In the environmental design literature, Winters (1979) published an account of new ways of revitalizing urban neighborhoods and included gay neighborhoods among these-along with heterogeneous, chic, and artists' neighborhoods.
Since these early studies in the 1970s, the literature has expanded as the population has become more visible and activist and as researchers have discovered more intersections with planning and urban studies.
An early model used to analyze this group was the quasi-ethnic community model, where gay enclaves were compared with immigrant ones in terms of residential and commercial structure (Forest 1995, 147-50; Kahan and Mulryan 1995; De Witt 1994) .
The quasi-ethnic model drew on structural similarities between gay and ethnic enclaves. Factors examined included having a concentration of residences of the group, a fairly complete array of commercial enter-prises and services, collective action, a sense of history of the group, shared norms, conflict management, and the presence of primary social groups within the population or of isolation from the wide society. These all mimicked the indicators developed to identify and analyze more traditional ethnic neighborhoods (see Murray 1979, 167-73; Levine 1979) . As Murray (1979) argued, even following the fairly strict criteria of structural functionalists and Chicago School sociologists who saw community as an entity rather than a process, 10 the "Toronto gay community [in the 1970s] fits the criteria for community as an entity at least as well as Toronto ethnic communities" (p. 175). Even Lyod and Rowntree (1978) , who characterized the spatial distribution of radical feminists and gay men as "dispersed," nevertheless claimed that they were a typical form of community, "a community without propinquity" (p. 79). Although without concentration in terms of residential areas-with one exception, a neighborhood of gay men-groups did meet at some central places or "nodes" in ways similar to other common-interest groups (Lyod and Rowntree 1978, 81) .
The comparison of gay/lesbian and ethnic neighborhoods came in for some subsequent criticism. Some see these kinds of studies as ignoring changes in identities and as not taking account of culture (Davis 1995) . The character of kinship is another difference. However, the conceptualization was a useful step forward in terms of providing an initial model for the spatial character of these enclaves and showing that on many criteria they shared a strong resemblance with other kinds of enclaves that were deemed legitimate. This was interesting more generally in urban studies as it highlighted the growth of a type of urban neighborhood not based strictly on class or ethnic background.
Following this initial analysis, most attention on gay and lesbian neighborhoods focused on issues of gentrification and urban redevelopment. Many early researchers, influenced by political economic accounts of urban change, used stage models that saw gay men and sometimes lesbians as part of a "pioneer group" looking for cheap rent. In moving to these neighborhoods and renovating housing and forming businesses, these pioneers opened the neighborhoods to the more mainstream middle class-and more affluent gays and lesbians-as part of a gentrification process. Godfrey's (1988) research on San Francisco is typical of such work, describing a "general life cycle of gentrifying neighborhoods, a successional sequence proceeding through phases of bohemian influx, middle-class transition, and bourgeois consolidation" (p. 177). Godfrey identified gays in all three stages of the gentrification of the Eureka Valley area in the 1960s and 1970s, transforming one section of this area into "the Castro" (p. 121). Gay men and lesbians were also part of the bohemian influx in a number of other San Francisco neighborhoods, including the Mission District and Haight-Ashbury. Kerstein (1990) , talking more generally about stage models, called the early in-moving, bohemian group the "risk oblivious," moving in because of low housing prices and architectural character and because they "value the demographic diversity of the area, and they prefer that the neighborhood substantially retain this characteristic" (p. 622). This group is different from the final stage of gentrifiers, the "risk averse" who want more homogeneity, a more stable return on their housing investment, and a "relatively 'suburban' inner city environment" (p. 622).
Stage models turned out to be only loosely predictive of gentrification processes; however, the distinction between the earliest in-movers and later ones seems to have some continuing salience even if neighborhoods do not "fully" gentrify (DeGiovanni 1983). Other researchers in fact found diverse gentrification processes occurring in different neighborhoods-in different locations relative to jobs, transport, and high-status areas; with different histories; and different initial conditions in terms of socioeconomic and architectural character (Beauregard 1990; Rose 1984) . Generation also mattered. The first period of gentrifiers-in the 1950s and early 1960s-were part of a relatively unknown process, and the economic returns were not so obvious. As gentrification has continued over a number of decades, those entering the housing market in the 1980s and 1990s have been forced into more and more marginal locations-without some of the excellent locational features of the early gentrifying neighborhoods (Ley 1993). 11 Work also highlighted the cultural and social reasons for gay male populations, and to a lesser extent lesbians, moving into urban neighborhoods (Castells 1983; Lauria and Knopp 1985) . For example, in early research on gay men in San Francisco, Castells (1983) pointed to the variety of incomes in the gay male population and the fact that community formation was important for social support and identity formation (also Lee 1980, 14-16) . The gentrification process was not only an economic phenomenon. As Castells explained, Firstly, it is a fact that gays improved the quality of housing and urban space, mainly through renovations and maintenance. Secondly, it is clear that most neighborhoods that are now residential areas for gays were in a declining condition. Gay location in those neighborhoods . . . was a decisive element in improving the housing stock and the neighborhoods' commercial vitality. Thirdly, it is not true that all gays, or even a majority of them, were high income, middle class professionals, particularly in the South of Market and Tenderloin areas (San Francisco's skid row).
Many gays were able to live in their neighborhoods because they organized collective households and they were willing to make enormous economic sacrifices to be able to live autonomously and safely as gays.
What the gays had in common with some non-family heterosexual groups is an alternative life style that had close ties with gay culture-a middle class movement that preferred residence in San Francisco, not because they were predominantly middle class, but because they valued personal experience and an active, social street life. In this sense, gays appear to have been a cultural vanguard for these people. (P. 160) Some of the renovation that occurred in San Francisco was in fact the repair of rental properties not owned by gay men. However, it is interesting to note the case of South of Market, mentioned in the preceding quote. Now dubbed SOMA and the center of Multimedia Gulch, one of the hottest sites on the globe for multimedia firms, in the 1970s it was a low-income industrial mixed-use, multiethnic neighborhood with a number of marginal populations such as street people and drug dealers. It attracted gay men-the "leather" crowd in particular-and some lesbians. By 1978, it was a significant gay and lesbian commercial district (Loyd and Rowntree 1978; Wolfe 1999) . The gay and lesbian group were quickly followed by artists, in a slightly different part of the area, meaning the area became a site for "creatively oriented" firms, eventually leading to the multimedia cluster (Wolfe 1999) . As Wolfe (1999) explained,
The significance of the emergence of this nonconformist community in SOMA during the 1970s was not that the new residents themselves began converting loft spaces to residential or live-work use. On the contrary, they typically chose to live in the area's numerous Victorian houses. What is important is that they were the group that first bestowed upon SOMA its bohemian, alternative cache, giving rise to a city-wide reputation as a novel, cutting-edge "frontier" area in which to venture. (P. 718) In work on a central neighborhood in Boston, Pattinson (1983) noted similar early renter-initiated changes by gay men along with home purchases of very cheap housing, purchases that involved convincing banks of the viability of the area. As Pattinson (1983, 80) wrote, "One bank made significantly more loans to Bay Village during the entire upgrading process. The loan officer at the bank recalled how some of Bay Village's gay community approached the bank in 1958," impressing the loan officer enough for him to provide finance in spite of urban renewal threats and a negative image of the area due to its large number of rooming houses and bars. Although not the only members of the middle class in this central neighborhood-it contained retired people, along with home-owning "lawyers, architects, and school teachers"-the gay population was still a significant group of early renovators (Pattinson 1983, 78) .
However, Lauria and Knopp (1985) argued that at least some sections of the gay male population in this period were very affluent, and so their role in gentrification was not always a marginal one. They proposed that gay men and lesbians have suffered different forms of oppression, respectively, which may have heightened gay men's perception of the need for territory. They also outlined a more standard set of reasons for gay men wanting to spend their money to create gentrified enclaves, including work location, proximity to gay cultural institutions, having an "oasis of tolerance," having a sense of belonging, and developing "economic and political clout as a community" (Lauria and Knopp 1985, 158, 161) . Certainly, in some enclaves, and in the pages of a number of interior design magazines, the economic clout and territorial expression of some segments of the population has been evident.
In the literature on gentrification, the case of gay men and of single and working women was important for planning and urban studies because it was a major spur in rethinking economically based theories of gentrification to incorporate cultural expression and the positions of those somewhat marginalized in the middle class. These were people who perhaps had mainstream jobs but also complex family responsibilities or social lives not conforming to mainstream norms (Lauria and Knopp 1985; Caulfield 1994) .
12 As Castells and Murphy (1982) wrote, "Urban researchers and planners should be able to learn, from such rich experience, useful lessons about the interaction between city forms and cultural change" (p. 237). The multiple roles in gentrification of gay men, lesbians, and other nonconformist groups highlights the complexity of urban redevelopment.
Over the years, gay, and more recently lesbian and queer, residential enclaves have become increasingly visible in large North American cities and in parts of Europe and Australasia. Some smaller towns and cities also have significant concentrations-often part of an academic or artistic population. Concentrations have also been noted in blue-collar areas (Bowman 1993) . There has been a change in popular perception, with gay men, and sometimes lesbians, seen as a potential revitalizing force, even in areas outside the core urban concentrations. For example, in a 1996 press coverage, early signs of gay business district formation received positive comments in Ottawa (Boswell 1996 ; see also Palmer 1999) .
Although ethnic populations in enclaves are frequently mentioned in plans and other planning documents, many of these lesbian and gay enclaves have been ignored or only obliquely referred to. However, some have begun to receive explicit attention from practicing planners. The most prominent of these proj-ects has been Chicago's Halsted Street streetscape improvements initiated in 1997 (Podmolik 1997; Roeper 1997; Johnson 1997) . As part of a citywide program to create streetscapes reflecting neighborhood social groups-mostly ethnic-the city proposed rainbow gateway elements and street pylons for a six-block stretch in the Halsted Street area, a focus for gay businesses and services. The initial proposal involved twenty-two steel pylons with rings of rainbow-colored neon lights along with the gateway structures. This $3.2 million streetscape improvement program included a range of features in addition to the decorative pylons, including tree planting, lighting, and sidewalk widening. After a number of public meetings, the neon was removed from the pylons, leaving colored elements (Giving the public voice 1997). Construction has been completed with the city pylons complemented by business association rainbow flags. San Francisco's Market Street near the Castro Street area, also the recipient of recent streetscape improvements, uses rainbow flags alone to mark the street.
City government has also helped provide focal points for these enclaves and wider communities. Free-standing social services centers have been built in some locations, often with at least partial funding from city government. More than one hundred centers operate nationally, nineteen with annual budgets of $250,000 or more and five with annual budgets of more than $1 million (Gay and Lesbian Community Services Center web site at http://www.gaycenter.org). The city of Los Angeles has provided funding to a large and active Gay and Lesbian Community Services Center, providing a range of educational and health programs (Meyer 1991) . New York also has such a facility and, in addition to education and social service, provides meeting spaces for more than three hundred groups. This was the center in which groups such as ACT-UP, Queer Nation, and the Lesbian Avengers first met-groups that subsequently went national.
However, not all the environments occupied by gay men and lesbians have such high visibility. Some studies have shown how the population used the design and location of facilities to reduce such visibility in order to avoid hostility (e.g., Weightman 1980) . 13 Even when individuals are relatively "out," many gay populations exist in a countercultural milieu-they coexist as one community layer or are also parts of other populations such as feminists, artists, and single parents, and so are less easily identified. Others live in other kinds of neighborhoods defined more by ethnicity, education, or even self-conscious heterogeneity (Adler and Brenner 1992; Castells 1983; Godfrey 1988, chap. 6; Winters 1979) .
This invisibility has been particularly the case for lesbians as a whole and for persons of color among gay men. In a twist, queer activists are often conspicuous, at least when engaged in protest, although the lack of fixity of queer identities presumably means that they can also be less visible. Wolf (1979, 98) in an early study of lesbians, argued that lesbians were dispersed across San Francisco, although she did note some clustering of residences in low-rent areas with good public transportation and a capacity for anonymity. A few businesses and services were clustered nearby (see also Lyod and Rowntree 1978, 84-85) . However, because much socializing occurred in houses, they did not have the equivalent of the obvious clusters of gay male establishments that had emerged in some locations by that time. For some time into the 1980s, it was proposed that the spatial pattern of lesbians was in fact essentially dispersed-and less visible than that of gay men-due to their relatively lower incomes and the character of their politics, which was concerned less with creating territory and more with social change (Castells 1983, 140) .
In the 1980s and 1990s, research appeared that began to describe significant, long-term residential concentrations of lesbians. These concentrations grew, and grew more open during the 1980s.
14 However, these either lacked commercial establishments or these establishments were not highly visible, for example having ambiguous countercultural or feminist identification (Winchester and White 1988; Adler and Brenner 1992; Valentine 1995; Bouthillette 1997; Forsyth 1997a Forsyth , 1997b Krieger 1983; Taylor and Rupp 1993) . Although a few studies examined the potential for lesbians to be gentrifiers-much as gay men had been-they at most found them acting as "marginal gentrifiers" (Rothenberg 1995) . This group unintentionally opened up areas to middle-class view when they sought inexpensive accommodation after having been forced out of other areas by the higher incomes of people with men in the household. At other times, they helped create cultural changes in neighborhoods where economic upgrading was only in line with state and regional trends (Rothenberg 1995; Adler and Brenner 1992; Forsyth 1997a Forsyth , 1997b . The only extensive study of the role of lesbians in commercial revitalization focused on the downtown of Northampton, Massachusetts; examined assessors' records and business directories; and found that lesbians were mainly renters and had not profited from the property boom that had occurred with the downtown's redevelopment (Forsyth 1997b) . Instead, the population had provided a solid market for formerly vacant upper-floor office space in the downtown. Although this seemed to be different from the pattern of gay men's activity in commercial space, the lack of studies of gay male property ownership, rather than business ownership, made this comparison impossible. Adler and Brenner (1992) argued, and this seems reasonable, that the different pattern is highly related to women's lower incomes and to their integration into feminist, rather than specifically lesbian, politics. It could also be related to other factors such as lesbians' greater propensity to have family responsibilities, something affecting both residential choice and commercial needs. Planning practitioners must be conscious of these differences between gay men and lesbians, and also among lesbians, with a younger group often more obviously "out" and an older generation having more memories of harassment and probably more reticent about public appearances. Although it may not be appropriate to intrude on people's privacy, it is also important to make attempts to include these less conspicuous or vocal members of the population.
Furthermore, not all gay men and lesbians live in inner-city areas, whether in an enclave or a more dispersed pattern. Mapping research-based on mailing lists, business directories, and more recently U.S. census data-and the examination of even some of the denser enclaves had always found significant populations scattered throughout cities and metropolitan areas. These populations possibly used the enclave as a service center but certainly had a dispersed residential structure (Murray 1979; Forsyth 1997a; Lubrano 1984) . The large-scale suburbanization of the "out" gay and lesbian population, something that appears as a relatively recent trend, has focused renewed attention on these nonenclave populations (Lynch 1987; Forsyth and Kirkey n.d.) .
This suburbanization is a complicated phenomenon and may be due to different processes for different parts of the population, for example, gay men moving to suburban areas in greater numbers and lesbians, who had always tended to be less urban, becoming more visible (Mendelsohn 1995; Forsyth 1997a ). The particular geography of the population also has a complex background-some people are born and stay in an area, others move for work (although this can still cause concentrations such as around universities), and still others are attracted by more diverse or tolerant suburban areas. The popular press has focused on such locations as Oak Park (Chicago) that reportedly boasted the first suburban gay and lesbian bookstore, Royal Oak (Detroit), Azalea Park (San Diego), and Tacoma Park (Washington, D.C.) (Hobica 1994; Mendelsohn 1995; Ritter 1993) . In fact, nongay residents of Azalea Park actively recruited gay men and lesbians at pride marches hoping they would come to live in this somewhat rundown older suburb of smaller, often twobedroom, homes-a strategy that had some success. Anecdotal evidence indicates that some professional developers may also use gay and lesbian presence as a positive factor in their investment decisions.
This work on enclaves and suburbanization was important because of its connection with the core planning issues of neighborhood development and urban growth. However, at the same time other researchers started to examine the "time-space strategies" for managing gay and lesbian identities, pointing out that only a small percentage of gay people lived in places where they were either concentrated in urban neighborhoods or living "out" in the suburbs, and this was particularly the case outside the United States (e.g., Bell 1991; Valentine 1993a Valentine , 1993b Bell and Valentine 1995b) . A related development was work about sexuality and the city more generally, which has argued, for example, that areas and populations which represent failures of or challenges to aspects of the dominant order (e.g. slums; gentrified areas) tend to be coded in both dominant and alternative cultures as erotic (i.e. as both dangerous and potentially liberatory), while those seen as less problematic either tend to be desexualized or to stress more functional approaches to sexuality. (Knopp 1995, 152-53 ; see also Knopp 1992) The suburbanization of the gay and lesbian population only partially undermines this coding.
The interview-based research on relatively dispersed and underground populations, some in rural areas, still found single-sex meeting places, but these were often not clustered and not highly visible (Valentine 1993a; Kramer 1995; Cody and Welch 1997) . 15 Of course, there were and are locations with gay and lesbian populations and no such meeting places. Others described fairly isolated, small, rural separatist communities (Valentine 1997) . This more general analysis of urban and rural spaces is interesting for planners because it shows groups maintaining identities in dispersed situations, something that seems poised to become more prevalent among a wide variety of social groups as interactions become less localized due to the influence of new forms of digital and interactive media.
In methodological terms, this work has also been important due to the difficulty in finding direct measures of the population and the basic lack of data that describe multiple attributes of the population. For example, one may be able to estimate roughly the number of gay and lesbian persons in a city but not their income, and certainly not their income by ethnicity or political views. Researchers have tended to describe the population using multiple sources: interviews, mailing lists, business directories, locations of services, data on votes for gay and lesbian candidates or on gay and lesbian issues, addresses for ticket sales for gay-themed plays, demographic indicators including multiple-male households and nonfamily households, local newspaper and newsletter advertisements and stories, and the 1990 census data on same-sex unmarried-partner couples (methods most explicitly discussed in Castells and Murphy 1982; Castells 1983; Adler and Brenner 1992; Forsyth 1997a Forsyth , 1997b Kahan and Mulryan 1995; Valentine 1993a ).
Many of these methods can be used to study other populations and places in which direct measures are not easily available from sources such as the census, and in which populations have service cores and a more dispersed residential pattern. Examples include the geography of members of religious groups and the socioeconomic character of recreation and entertainment nodes. The difficulty of defining the population is also not so unusual in planning. From ethnicity to employment categories, there are many blurry boundaries between groups. Planners frequently treat these categories as being much clearer than they are, and the data as more precise than they are. The general sensitivity to this issue in most research on gays, lesbians, and queers (and the rest) can provide some pointers about how to deal with these issues in a conscious way while managing to undertake systematic research and policy formulation.
RESIDENTIAL ZONING AND HOUSING
Residential zoning and housing provision are central to planning-whether such planning is carried out in government, nonprofit, or private development settings. The gay, lesbian, and queer populations challenge many of the underpinnings of U.S. practice in these areas-particularly in terms of the cultural and social values underlying U.S. housing and land use practice, including assumptions about family life (e.g., Perin 1977; Hayden 1984) . They also suffer from discrimination in the private housing market, and within the household and family, leading to a number of tragic consequences including homelessness.
In the United States, zoning has a preoccupation with families. Housing types that in other countries would have such labels as detached housing or apartments are labeled single family and multifamily in the United States, with families defined within the local zoning codes. This shows a widespread cultural interest in the social character of the inhabitants rather than the physical character of the buildings. As U.S. households have become more diverse in the postwar period, governments, planners, and the wider public have struggled to deal with this change.
One response, of course, is to give up the focus on the social character of the home and to focus instead on physical issues. This is advocated by the new urbanists who are concerned with building types and sizes and who promote different types and sizes on single blocks as an indirect way of accommodating household diversity in single neighborhoods. However, an alternative response has been to define families more stringently to keep some areas more stable in terms of "family" structure even as the world around has changed dramatically. As Ritzdorf (1997) 
explained,
Municipalities have the right (in all but three statesMichigan, New Jersey, and California) to establish zoning ordinances that determine the number of unrelated individuals who may share a household and whether they are to be considered a family. The typical ordinance defines a family as an unlimited number of individuals related by blood, adoption, or marriage, but only a limited number of unrelated individuals living together in a single housekeeping unit. In some communities, no unrelated individuals are allowed to live together. (P. 83) Ritzdorf conducted surveys of family definitions in the Seattle area in 1984 and 1994. She found more than 90 percent of municipalities in this region had family definitions, with a slight increase over the period. In each period, 60 percent used numerical limits rather than merely requiring a single housekeeping unit. More than half of the jurisdictions had investigated complaints in each of her surveys; in 1984, 42 percent had enforced the regulations, and in 1994, 47 percent had enforced them since 1984.
These family definitions are the subject of heated local controversies and affect a number of living arrangements such as group homes for disabled people. They are often present in college towns that attempt to limit student household size. Household size limitations are used in these cases as an indirect way of limiting noisy households, traffic, and housing market competition (where it is feared student group households can outbid families in the market for large houses). Thus, family definitions are frequently a blunt instrument for achieving these aims and have the additional effect of limiting a number of other household types. DePalma (1993) described a typical coalition in University City, Missouri, adjacent to Washington University, that allied group home supporters and gay and lesbian activists against such a family definition. The town of Amherst, Massachusetts, home to the University of Massachusetts, Amherst College, and Hampshire College, is typical of many of these college towns concerned about large-group households. Amherst defines a family as up to four unrelated individuals. This is quite a broad definition. However, unrelated individuals (apart from a single individual) may not run a bed and breakfast. Presumably this additional restriction on bed and breakfast establishments is to prevent very large households of unrelated people using it as a loophole in the law. However, for some time in the early 1990s, one of the local bed and breakfasts was operated very openly by a gay couple-they were interviewed on the front page of the local newspaper and talked about their business. The regulation that would have stopped their business was not enforced. Some loca-tions, such as Ithaca, New York, home to Cornell University and Ithaca College, have attempted to get around the discriminatory aspects of family definitions through a variety of measures including counting those in domestic partnerships as being parts of families. However, domestic partnership provisions operate in a difficult area legally (Bowman and Cornish 1992; Berger 1991) .
No housing policy or regulatory framework can be value neutral about social issues-these policies and regulations after all have values about shelter needs, privacy standards, and space standards. Few people would place no limits at all on the kinds of relationships within the household-for example, abuse and exploitation of children. However, planners can certainly be routinely self-critical with regard to the social values about adult relationships underlying planning regulations and policies, and whether local planning is the best site for regulating such issues as the structure of the household. U.S. local politics and values make it extraordinarily difficult to eliminate such regulations as family definitions. However, the U.S. propensity to define social relations within the home has a negative effect on many groups and in particular gay men, lesbians, and queers, who-with the possible exception of those in Vermont-do not currently have the option to marry and thus create a legal family tie. This is likely to remain a difficult issue for planners.
A number of specialized forms of housing are used either totally or extensively by gay populations and frequently combine housing with social services. 16 There are many specialized housing developments for people with HIV and AIDS, although few target solely a gay population. One such mixed development, the Marisol Apartments in Oceanside, California, won the 1999 American Planning Association national Paul Davidoff Award. Located in San Diego County, this project involved the city's rehabilitating a small courtyard apartment complex to provide housing for low-income people with HIV and AIDS. The city teamed with a nonprofit developer to rehouse the existing residents (Newman 1999, 14) . Cities such as West Hollywood have huge listings of AIDS-related social services, including specialized housing.
Such specialized housing may suffer from typical NIMBY reactions. Takahashi and Dear (1997, 80) analyzed data from the "first national survey of attitudes toward controversial human services," conducted in 1989 for the Robert Wood Johnson Foundation. A total of 1,326 persons were interviewed from across the nation. Overall, group homes for people living with AIDS ranked lowest on the national acceptance scale, behind such services as drug treatment centers, mental health outpatient clinics, and homeless shelters (p. 83).
Certainly, this indicates a potential for opposition that has many implications for planners.
Planning is not always a villain, however. In the case of the Marisol Apartments, the city's housing and neighborhood services staff and its housing commissioners walked door to door in a ten-block radius of the project to speak to neighbors about their concerns (Newman 1999, 14) . A research study by Colon and Marston (1999) examined NIMBY responses to a home for low-income, HIV-positive persons in the borough of New Hope in Pennsylvania (population 1,400), a location with a large gay population. They described how in the face of intense opposition the zoning board ruled that this group of unrelated persons with HIV did in fact form a family, and this ruling was upheld in higher courts. Colon and Marston (1999) focused on whether the threat to property values or a more direct anxiety about AIDS and homosexuality was at the base of the opposition to the home. They used a 10 percent probability cluster sample with town blocks being clusters, conducting both face-to-face interviews and mail-back surveys. They received 106 responses from 150 questionnaires. The sample was composed mostly of wealthy, white married persons with a median home value of $250,000 in the mid 1990s. 17 More than three-quarters of the sample supported the home, with support unrelated to distance from the home or home value. Opposition was related to a complicated mix of fear of loss of value and of anxiety about AIDS and homosexuality.
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In addition, gay and lesbian youth, particularly homeless persons in their late teens and early twenties, have been the focus of a number of projects that have sparked local controversies. These youth are frequently forced out of housing, including their "family" homes, because of their sexual orientation and thus reportedly are overrepresented among homeless youth. However, a significant group targeted for transitional housing projects and drop-in centers is or has been involved in illegal activities such as prostitution and drug dealing, making it a less than welcome neighbor in some areas. Local press reports have emphasized the controversial aspects of such facilities in the Castro area of San Francisco and in West Hollywood. Such facilities in Manhattan-twenty-five places on East 22nd Street and twenty places on East 39th Street-seemed to spark much less controversy (Stamler 1997; Herscher 1999; Westside 1995) .
Other forms of gay-specific housing have also received some attention. For instance, a trend in housing for older people is to cluster groups of people with common interests. Small buildings for gay or lesbian older people are either recently constructed or under way in Toronto and Amsterdam (Demara 1997; Metz and Russell 1998) . The Amsterdam project is a seven-unit extension of an existing building housing older people. Most of these facilities are very new, or even still being developed, and have not been studied in the academic literature. This is obviously an area in which future evaluation would be productive.
An additional literature has examined other forms of housing discrimination in the private market. For example, in a study testing social stigma, phone calls were made to 180 people advertising rooms or apartments to rent, with calls equally divided between three locations: Windsor and London, Ontario, and Detroit, Michigan (Page 1998) . Using methods similar to those developed for examining racial discrimination and discrimination against persons with mental illness or AIDS, half of the calls were "simple enquiries" and half made reference to homosexuality of the form "'I guess it's only fair to tell you that I'm a gay person'" (Page 1998, 34) . In each place, calls were equally divided between a male and female caller. The study found that "reference to being homosexual in the telephoned enquiries, for each city and for all combined, significantly decreased the likelihood of a room or flat being described as available" (Page 1998, 36) . These findings are similar to those from an earlier study by Page (1989) that found landlords in three Canadian cities typically saying rooms were unavailable for rent to persons with AIDS even when they had earlier indicated in a telephone survey that they would be happy to rent to such persons. Egerton (1990, 78-80) , reporting on the experiences of a number of housing groups in London as well as research conducted among those groups, claimed that housing is one of the most difficult problems for lesbian feminists in London. This is partly due to the low incomes of single women generally, although many lesbians also reported specific incidents of violence and harassment.
Harassment, discrimination, and the low incomes of portions of the queer population mean that housing issues are likely to remain important. Access to the general housing stock, including single-family zones, and to specialized developments raises issues of importance to planners including provision of housing for homeless youth and people with AIDS. These problems are of course related to the formation of gay and lesbian neighborhoods (previous section) in that clustering has been at least partly a response to discrimination.
BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT AND TOURISM
Economic development planners have a reason to be interested in gay and lesbian populations from two angles-their role as consumers and their role as businesspeople. While much of the information on these two groups is anecdotal or oriented only toward the gay and lesbian population as a potential market, there is an emerging base of research in this crucial area that indicates a vibrant business scene. As touristsconsumers of urban and rural areas-gay men, lesbians, and queers are involved in both high-end recreation and more activist events such as Gay Pride. As producers, gay and lesbian businesspeople have been active in creating guilds and associations that parallel chambers of commerce. Although women have been less active in the past-probably due to different political ideals and incomes-they form a growing and conspicuous part of the business environment both as producers and as consumers.
Gay-oriented resorts have been around for some time in locations such as Cherry Grove, Fire Island outside of New York, Provincetown on Cape Cod, and Key West in Florida (Newton 1993) . However, with the growth of the "out" population, gay and lesbian tourism activities have become more extensive. Gay bowling leagues and rodeo associations have annual events from Oklahoma City to San Jose and result in the booking of thousands of hotel rooms (De Witt 1994; International Gay Rodeo Association Web site at http://www. igra.com). The week-long 1996 Gay and Lesbian Association of Choruses Festival in Tampa was estimated by the local convention bureau as bringing $6 million into the local economy (Koehn 1996) .
Gay pride marches also bring economic benefits. A Toronto-funded study of the 1996 Pride Parade estimated direct and indirect benefits of $42 to $56 million (Canadian) in an event that reportedly did not receive any public subsidy (Carey 1998; Gover 1993) . The Sydney Gay and Lesbian Mardi Gras (http:// www.mardigras.com.au/pdf/stratplan3.pdf), operated as a company but with strong structures for community representation, has an annual budget of $4.5 million (Australian) alone and is one of the largest international tourist events in Australia (Haire 1999) . In 1994, the parade featured 137 floats and "attracted 600,000 spectators out of a greater Sydney population of 3.5 million" (Murphy and Watson 1997, 62) . The size of this undertaking led the organization to undertake a strategic planning process. The plan aims to balance political activism, entertainment, diversity, and organizational and financial stability.
However, this tourism promotion is not only a private or community affair. From Manchester, England, to Montreal, Canada, and St. Maartens in the Caribbean, gay neighborhoods and tourism opportunities are featured in city-and state-sponsored advertising and gay and lesbian tourists are seen as a key niche market (Smith and Richardson 1995; Schwartz 1998; Ravensbergen 1998) . The West Hollywood Convention and Visitors Bureau web site (http://www.visitwesthollywood. com/pride) features a major section on "Pride in West Hollywood: The Gay and Lesbian Community" and describes events such as the lesbian visibility month and the Christopher Street West annual pride march (the web site is http://www.lapride.com). Montreal sees the gay and lesbian market as a way of extending its tourist season.
The affluent section of the gay and lesbian population has been of interest to researchers in leisure studies and tourism, with some of this research focusing on planning-relevant economic and social impacts. For instance, Philipp (1999) conducted a survey of 1,272 randomly selected tourists near Pensacola, Florida, on Memorial Day weekend in 1994. 19 This research was carried out on a five-mile stretch of beach that on summer holiday weekends had become one of the more popular gay and lesbian areas in the United States. The survey response rate was 92 percent. This group was dominated by highly educated (64 percent with a bachelor's degree or higher), southern, urban, white males in their mid twenties to thirties, although women made up 31 percent of respondents. Only 10 percent lived in the area, and 86 percent were visitors intending to spend three or more days in the area. More than 27 percent intended to spend five or more days. The National Parks Service estimate of a total of twenty-seven thousand gay and lesbian tourists was combined with data on spending gathered by Philipp to calculate the Memorial Day weekend spending of this group for lodging, restaurants, bars, and other expenses in the Pensacola area. The total was $18.7 million, or $692 per person. (Travel was an additional cost.) This was the largest tourism event in the area, dwarfing the World Church of God's seven thousand members who spent $6 million that same year. Philipp (1999) pointed out that this huge expenditure was not the only effect; that "the large number of out gay and lesbians tourists suggested the potential for great social impact in small, politically conservative host communities" (p. 81). Philipp outlined some areas of conflict in Pensacola, where by September 1994 the Tourist Development Council of Pensacola Beach announced that "future advertising will emphasize a theme of 'family vacation fun' " (p. 84). Press reports from other locations have indicated a number of such social conflicts on Caribbean islands as well as in the United States. While some Caribbean islands aim to attract gay visitors, a number of protests and harassment incidents have been reported in the Caribbean, most notably Grand Cayman's 1998 refusal of docking permission for a cruise ship carrying 850 gay men (Jackson 1998; DaRosa 1998; Schwartz 1998 ). The refusal followed a 1987 landing that had offended locals. 20 However, Philipp (1999, 82 ) also described a growing number of gay and lesbian special events at major leisure areas, such as Gay Day at Walt Disney World that was attended by twenty thousand people in 1994, the year of Philipp's study of Pensacola. As Schwartz (1998) reported, the International Gay and Lesbian Travel Association started with twenty-five members in 1983 and "today [1998] boasts nearly fourteen hundred members, including the Avis and National rental car chains, the Philadelphia Convention and Visitor's Bureau, the Australia Tourism Council, and most of the major U.S. airlines, with the exception of Delta and TWA" (p. I10). This is obviously a well-organized tourist market to which cities have begun to pay attention.
In terms of gays and lesbians as business owners and not merely consumers, the 1990s have seen a relative explosion of gay and lesbian business districts that have frequently developed specialist business guilds and associations. Some of these associations and guilds are large, and it would be difficult for planners in the area to avoid interacting with them and their members. For example, the Key West Business Guild was started in 1978 and now claims 450 members (the Web site is http://www.gaykeywestfl.com/kwbgpage.html). The Tampa Bay Business Guild was formed in 1982 and now has 200 members (the Web site is http://www.tbbg.org/ aboutus.htm). The Golden Gate Business Association in the San Francisco area started in 1974 and has 300 members, although it is only one of a number of such guilds in California (the Web address is http://www.ggba.com/ pages/links.html). The largest such association in the United States is reportedly the Greater Seattle Business Association, with 850 members (Torres 1996) . Not all gay business concentrations are in the United Statesothers are located in Soho in London, Manchester, Amsterdam, and Sydney (Binnie 1995; Mort 1998; Quilley 1997) .
These business guilds traditionally have been dominated by gay men. Many lesbian-oriented businesses emerged in the 1970s as "alternative" types of businesses-women's book stores, coffee houses, and women-run garages-which were more interested in providing community services than making money. Others have been part of a women's business network rather than a specifically lesbian one. It is only in the 1990s that this group has become more up front and entrepreneurial, with lesbian-dominated guilds emerging in such locations as Northampton, Massachusetts (Northampton Area Lesbian and Gay Business Guild Web site at http://www.westmas.com/nalgbg).
In planning, like other business associations, these groups can be resources for planners particularly in terms of economic development. For instance, the Chicago Area Gay and Lesbian Chamber of Commerce has a well-maintained Web site featuring two maps of business clusters, one in the North Halsted/Lakeview area mentioned in the previous section (available at http://www.glchamber.org/lakeview.html). Others produce brochures and business directories. Certainly, there is an economic impact from such business clusters, and the guilds provide an easy way for planners to interact with local business owners.
Although the earlier discussion of incomes indicates that the population is not as affluent as some market research had initially shown, it is still a potentially loyal market that planners can tap into. This can be done directly as in the cases of cities and regions promoting tourism opportunities, or by working with local lesbian and gay businesses.
HISTORIC PRESERVATION
Although many of the neighborhoods with concentrations of gay men, and to a lesser extent lesbians, were notable for their historical architecture, the literature on historic preservation has only recently taken up the specific issue of gays, lesbians, and historic preservation. Practice is also lagging. However, as part of a move to increase the representation of previously marginalized groups in historic preservation strategies, initial steps are being made.
The new interest reflects the significant amount of work in the past decade dealing with spatial aspects of gay and lesbian history. Lesbian and gay bars have attracted particular attention as early sites of gay and lesbian organizing, and of the creation of contemporary forms of GLBQT identity (e.g., Chamberland 1993; Tattleman 2000; Wolfe 1992) . For example Chauncey's (1994) Gay New York recounts gay male history in New York from the 1890s to the 1940s and provides a rich sense of different populations and events in several major neighborhoods such as Greenwich Village and Harlem. Kennedy and Davis's (1993) Boots of Leather, Slippers of Gold vividly describes, and even maps, a landscape of lesbian bars and other meeting places in Buffalo, New York, from the 1930s to the early 1960s. While these are very well-known examples, there are numerous other articles, dissertations, reports, oral history interviews, and books dealing with local gay and lesbian and queer histories among various social classes and ethnic groups and in a number of countries (e.g., Ingram, Bouthillette, and Retter 1997; Newton 1993) .
This history has begun to attract attention from both activists and professionals seeking to mark or celebrate these historical events in the landscape. Numerous locations now have memorials for those who have died of AIDS. Walking tours in a number of cities direct visitors to historical sites (e.g., Draebelle 1997) . Some locations have gone further to mark historical sites. For instance, in 1994 a New York artists collective, REPOhistory, created the Queer Spaces Sign Project, installing triangular street signs in nine locations in lower Manhattan that had significance in gay male, lesbian, and queer history. The signs were pink and contained text describing each site. Although temporary, under permit from the transportation department, several survived for at least a year (Hertz, Eisenberg, and Knauer 1997) . This group had also created sign projects on abortion and on an alternative history of New York's financial district. In the queer sign project, the group worked with a planner from the city's landmarks commission, with the planner providing research assistance.
From inside the historic preservation and planning field, Dubrow (1998) proposed a nuanced and multifaceted strategy for preserving gay and lesbian landmarks and districts. First is to revise the presentation of existing historic sites and buildings that are associated with gay men and lesbians but where that association is not mentioned in current plaques and tours. Dubrow acknowledged the problems of interpreting the private lives of public figures from a different historical period but cites several potential examples that are currently on national or local landmark registers, including Walt Whitman's row house in Camden, New Jersey; Willa Cather's childhood home in Nebraska; and the HH Richardson-designed Boston's Club Baths. Dubrow's second strategy was to nominate key gay and lesbian sites such as the Los Angeles home of Harry Hays, the founding site of the first U.S. homophile political association, the Mattachine Society. As the fifty-year cutoff mark generally used in the United States for defining historical sites and structures moves into the 1950s and 1960s, more of such sites from the early period of homophile organizing and gay liberation will become eligible for listing. Third, some more recent sites such as the Stonewall Inn in New York and prominent gay and lesbian districts may also warrant special moves for preservation. Finally, some sites "connected with the history of homophobia" may also warrant preservation, with examples including mental hospitals and activists' homes (Dubrow 1998, 37) .
Planners have perhaps been reticent to designate gay, lesbian, and even queer historic landmarks and districts, fearing public controversy. However, historic preservation has been extended to many different groups with different kinds of histories-both positive and negative. Certainly, this is likely to be an area of increasing interest in the coming decades.
PUBLIC SPACE
Finally is the issue of public space. Public space remains a planning issue in the context of a highly publicized increase in privately owned and monitored "public" spaces such as private streets in subdivisions and the interiors of shopping malls. Some of the claims about privatization have been perhaps overstated; for example, malls vary in both regulations and enforcement, and all government-owned spaces are regulated, some highly so. 21 However, the debates about privatization have led to some useful self-reflection about such spaces on the part of planners.
The literature on gays and public space has focused on three main issues: harassment, protest, and the place of public affection or public eroticism. The issue of public space is perhaps the most difficult area for planning and raises questions that divide the gay, lesbian, and queer population.
Harassment has been a major problem for various gay, lesbian, and queer communities and made the news in places as dispersed as Northampton in the early 1980s (Fitzgerald 1983) and Manhattan in the 1990s (Howe 1994; Serant 1996; Geltmaker 1992) . This is an issue that debates about public space in general have dealt with extensively but in the context of other groups such as the homeless and ethnic minorities (e.g., Davis 1990; Mitchell 1995; Ruddick 1996) . There is a dilemma within these debates-although many commentators criticize the increasing regulation of public spaces, they also want to protect the marginalized from harassment, through some form of regulation.
In the context of gay, lesbian, and queer populations, there have been a number of responses. Houston's community-based police-affiliated Q patrol focused on ensuring that groups of teenagers did not gather in key gay locations for the purpose of harassment (Robinson 1994) . The patrol grew out of queer activism. Several police departments have recruited gay and lesbian officers or created liaisons, including Chicago, San Diego, and Brighton (England) (Roberts 1997; Richardson 1997) . The situation in Britain is particularly interesting, since this relative openness follows a period of relative suppression (Richardson 1997) . Around Oxford Street in Sydney, legal protections have been extended through local council and court decisions not to allow some businesses that were seen as potentially attracting harassers (in this case a video games parlor and café both oriented toward young men). These decisions acknowledged the gay and lesbian population as a major group of local residents (Murphy and Watson 1997, 78-79) .
More generally, in the activist and some academic literature there has been an interest in gays and lesbians using public space for protest. In the 1970s and 1980s, local governments began to provide permits for such events as gay pride marches, allowing the temporary transformation of public spaces. By the 1990s, gay, lesbian, and queer groups were pushing boundaries further. For example, the Queer Nation kiss-ins of the early 1990s and the various attempts for gay and lesbian groups to join St. Patrick's day parades caused some controversy (and the cancellation of the 1994 parade in Boston after courts ruled that gay and lesbian groups must be allowed to participate) (Davis 1995; O'Leary 1994) . 22 Although there has been some reduction in the more confrontational forms of protest-reflecting some disagreement within the gay, lesbian, and queer populations about the usefulness of such strategies-this issue is still relevant for planners because of its wider implications for the issue of access to public space. The issue of public space is also not just a Western phenomenon. Castells (1997, 211) , drawing on unpublished work by Po (1996) , described struggles in Taipei over the redevelopment of New Park. A site for both lesbian and gay male gathering, the groups have been active both in claiming the space and seeking a voice in its redevelopment.
Planners are relatively used to debates over levels of political action that can occur in locations such as streets and shopping malls-planners generally agree that handing out flyers should be allowed but argue over whether to push to allow picketing or potentially violent protest in specific locations. However, the issue of public demonstrations of affection has received much less attention, even though it is in fact an important issue for lesbians and gays.
In general, in the United States, same-sex couples are far less tolerated than different-sex couples in such displays, to the extent that same-sex couples reportedly feel uncomfortable, and open to the potential for harassment, by holding hands in public (Forsyth and Kirby n.d.) . This is a form of public affection that most people feel is tolerable among different-sex couples, although there are cultural and personal differences in both directions. Of course, in many other cultures same-sex couples can hold hands easily, although this is rarely in the context of a queer relationship. However, it is an issue in the United States, and Queer Nation protests that used displays of same-sex public affection, such as kissing and holding hands, were meant to highlight this situation.
Gay Mardi Gras and Gay pride marches are a continuing example, and their more flamboyant aspects raise a further question about public eroticism (defined as going beyond a hand-holding level of affection). Writing on gay men has dealt extensively with this issue, particularly public eroticism and sex in parks, bath houses, and restrooms (e.g., Chauncey 1994; Tattleman 1997 Tattleman , 2000 Grube 1997 ). This is a very difficult topic. Some gay, lesbian, and queer people wish to celebrate erotic behavior, and the erotic is certainly a large part of U.S. popular culture-from shopping to movies. It is perhaps a more common use of public space than political activity, given that much political debate occurs in traditionally private spaces such as homes and clubs (Staeheli 1996) . Many others within the gay, lesbian, and queer population, however, feel that sex and eroticism have been overemphasized. For this group, gay, lesbian, and queer people have been stereotyped as only concerned about sexual behavior (and as a corollary, for example, businesses oriented to this population can then be seen as sexually oriented in zoning).
These debates about eroticism represent real disagreements, although the assimilationist groups with whom planners are likely to interact are more commonly on the side of playing down the sexual and the erotic. There is also a middle ground that allows affection and celebrates some flamboyance but places other limits on public behavior. Like housing, this is an area in which self-reflection and debate may be the best path for planners, recognizing the need for public spaces to be shared by many groups but being open to pushing some boundaries.
CONCLUSIONS
The gay, lesbian, and queer population is a marginalized group, but its concerns are not marginal to planning. It is a sizable group, heterogeneous (not least in income), and growing in visibility. The population has already made it onto the radar screen of planning in areas from neighborhood formation to zoning. From homes for the elderly to streetscape improvements and tourism strategies, there is now a wide variety of practice examples, and the amount is likely to grow in the coming decade. Continuing problems relate to housing discrimination and harassment in public space. Emerging opportunities are appearing in business development, tourism, and historic preservation.
Although it has been common to dismiss or ignore the population in the past, this will be less possible in the future. Whether they like it or not, planners will increasingly interact with this population, and it is important to be comfortable with the professional issues raised by gay, lesbian, and queer populations. Although initially most obvious in inner-city enclaves in the largest U.S. and European cities, gay, lesbian, and queer groups are now visible in smaller cities and suburbs and in a number of international locations-in terms of both residential locations and the locations of festivals and events. They have a number of different household and housing arrangements, different incomes, and different levels of comfort in the public gaze. Understanding the diversity of gay, lesbian, and queer populations is an important first step for planners.
Planners already interact with issues of sexuality, although this is usually in the form of providing housing for heterosexual families or targeting heterosexual couples in tourism promotion. The gay, lesbian, and queer population, which does not fit these categories and is nonconformist, can be the focus of useful questioning of core values on the part of planners-particularly ideas about family and community. The groups also raise issues of unusual forms of discriminationfor example, rejection by one's own family. Some of the questions and issues do not have easy answers, and there are disagreements within the gay, lesbian, and queer population about appropriate practices, but planners can still respond. Some sort of dialogue will generally be a useful part of this response.
In the future, although there is a significant scholarly and professional literature and practice already in existence, there is obviously important work to do in tracking developments and extending planning practice. NOTES 1. The literature on gays and lesbians, or queers, is not always easily applicable to planning. This reflects less the character of the subject matter than the interdisciplinary character of the field, where people working from critical and interpretive traditions in literature or from a more contentious activist stance are then read by those more steeped in social science methods. Several interesting collections that contain work with this kind of emphasis also have a geographical or spatial emphasis and thus are more accessible to planners (Ingram, Bouthillette, and Retter 1997; Bell and Valentine 1995a) . For those interested in a quick overview of the more difficult theory, theory.org. uk is a wonderful Web site. Although not easily obtainable, a number of master's theses in planning are interesting reading, covering issues such as commercial development (Lee 1980 ) and queer persons of color (Reyes 1993) .
2. Asian and Pacific Islanders were a fast-growing population, going from 3 to 4 percent of the U.S. population between 1990 and 1999 according to the U.S. Current Population Survey (http://www. census.gov/population/estimates/nation/ intfile3-1.txt).
3. Kenney (1998) also reviews this literature, but in a chapter that is oriented toward the history of the population. Brouwer (1999) , "Up close" (1999), and Finucan (2000) provide useful, but brief, discussions of the intersections between gay, lesbian, and queer populations and planning issues.
4. This can obviously be extended to national and ethnic identities, among others.
5. It is largely gay male-another name for the area is Boystown. 6. This is a large and complex literature. Chauncey (1994) and LeVay and Nonas (1995) provide more readable accounts.
7. Earlier estimates of 10 percent of the population were based primarily on interpretations of the Kinsey studies carried out in the 1930s and 1940s and using life history techniques. The Kinsey studies themselves did not make these estimates (Chauncey 1994, 170) .
8. There had been some earlier sociological work on gay bars as part of the literature on sexual deviance (Gagnon and Simon 1967) .
9. The reason the squat began in the first place was that the buildings had been vacated for redevelopment, but the redevelopment was planned for three to five years in the future (Ettorre 1978, 515) .
10. Sociological approaches emphasizing community formation as a conscious process include symbolic interactionists, ethnomethodologists, and structuralists (Murray 1979, 173) .
11. In addition, displacement does not always occur. Wagner (1995) found that minority residents increased in four gentrifying Baltimore neighborhoods, and the increase was substantial in one neighborhood due to the presence of subsidized housing units.
12. DeGiovanni and Paulson (1984) described diverse kinds of in-movers to gentrifying neighborhoods, with renters having much lower incomes than owners but still choosing to live in such locations (see also Warde 1991).
13. There are a number of studies of bars that deal with this issue of keeping low visibility-something that was important for reasons of violence-and of occupations in which employment might be threatened by being seen in such a location, for example, a teacher (Chamberland 1993; Kennedy and Davis 1993). 14. This was part of a larger set of work on lesbian social systems or communities in particular locations, although much of this work did not deal much with spatial issues (e.g., Franzen 1993; Barnhart 1975; Ross 1990; Lockard 1985; Whittier 1995) . Ettorre (1978) described a short-running ghetto; Peake (1993) , a very small cluster of lesbians. In addition, some work in urban sociology focusing on marginalized groups also dealt with gay and lesbian populations (Winchester and White 1988) .
15. Kramer (1995) studied men in rural North Dakota, and Cody and Welch (1997) examined men in Northern New England. Both found universities to be a useful meeting place, although it is difficult to determine whether universities are in fact key sites or whether this is due to the kinds of sampling methods used (i.e., snowball, volunteer).
16. Those concerned with counseling and social support systems have produced significant literature on the gay and lesbian population's specific needs (e.g., D'Augelli and Hart 1987). This literature is not reviewed here.
17. The questionnaire tested a number of variables including distance from one's home, home value, tenure, fear of losing property value, fear of AIDS (using reactions to fourteen statements about AIDS), and homophobia (using a seven-item homophobia scale).
18. An additional literature deals with the design of housing for persons with AIDS but generally does not deal with issues of sexuality.
19. The beach was broken into one hundred sections of about 265 feet, and thirteen of these were randomly drawn (Philipp 1999, 72-73) . The sections could be classed as roughly equal, since parking is equally distributed along the sides of the road for the entire length of beach and people stayed near their cars. Between 10 a.m. and 2:30 p.m.-peak beach time-surveys were distributed to beachgoers in these sections and then collected using a fairly elaborate process that limited bias in the survey distribution within the sections. The response rate was 92 percent. 20. A couples-only chain of Caribbean resorts, Sandals, allows only different-sex couples (Schwartz 1998). 21. Some of the exclusiveness of these environments has to do with location as well-in inaccessible locations in the now highly dispersed U.S. metropolitan areas.
22. A larger literature examines the nonspatial public realm and the political effects of gays and lesbians in public office (e.g., Knopp 1987; Moos 1989; Haeberle 1996; Rosenthal 1996) .
